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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-2, 4, 6, 8, 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Fujisawa et al. (US Pat No. 6,785,290.) 

Regarding claim 1 , Fujisawa et al. discloses a method for use by a switch in a 
storage network (See Fig. 4.), the method comprising: 

(a) receiving a plurality of packets by the switch, wherein the plurality of packets 
includes data packets and non-data packets; and (receiving plurality of cells , which 
includes data and non-data cells. See col 3, lines 49-55.) 

(b) communicating the non-data packets to a first device and the data packet to a 
second device (See col 3-4, non-data packets is sent to CPU and data packet is sent to 
output. See col 3-4, lines 56-6.) 

Regarding claim 2, Fujisawa et al. disclose the data packets form a data 
request, wherein the data request includes at least some of the group including a read 
command, a write command, ready-for-transfer indicator, read data, write data, and a 
response indicator (See col 2, lines 45-54.) 
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Regarding claim 4, Fujisawa et al. teach the first device would be a host CPU 
(col 3, lines 61-64.) 

Regarding claim 6, Fujisawa et al. teach the second device, which is a scheduler- 
processing unit (See Fig. 4 and Col 9, lines 8-12.) 

Regarding claim 8, Fujisawa et al. teach the second device is external to the 
switch (See Fig. 4) 

Regarding claim 15, Fujisawa et al. teach the storage processor in the switch 
(See Fig. 4) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fujisawa et al. (US Pat No. 6,785,290.), in view of Kadambi et al. (US Pat No. 
6,993,027.) 

Regarding claim 3, Fujisawa et al. teach data request could have read command 
(See col 2, lines 45-54, Fujisawa.) Fujisawa does not teach the type of indicator. 
However, Kadambi et al. teach method for send a switch indicator in a network switch 
could be PDU for receiving and transmitting( See col 67, lines 3-18.) Since Kadmbi et 
al. teach the packet data is transfer the data packet by the scheduler (See col 65, lines 
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61-3.) and the structure of Kadmbi et al. is a network storage area similarly to 
Fujisawa et al. , it would have been obvious to one who has ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to use PDU as the indicator because it would be able 
to identify the packet status. 

5. Claims 5, 7, 9-12,14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fujisawa et al. (US Pat No. 6,785,290.) 

Regarding claim 5, Fujisawa et al. teach the first and second devices . Fujisawa 
et al. does not teach the system to be included in the switch. In general, it would be 
obvious to implement the device internal or external of switch merely depend upon the 
chip design requirements. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one who has 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to put the devices internal or 
external of the switch because the storage area network could be possible to perform 
these task in local network system. 

Regarding claim 7, Fujisawa et al. teach second devices. Fujisawa et al. do not 
specifically teach the second device is a fabric. However, it is well known the scheduler 
in the switch could be used as fabric based. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one who has ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have Fabric 
because it would have been used often in LAN system. 

Regarding claim 9-1 1 , Fujisawa et al. teach method of 1 , it does not specifically 
teach the types of data packet and information in the a local header. However, it would 
have been obvious the packets is often routing to different nodes, it has to have 
connection and recognized protocol in order to read; hence, those information is being 
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read, which is a read command. Further header includes all of routing index and control 
information is well known in the art. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one who 
has ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to describe the type of 
packet data and header includes the control information. In addition, Fujisawa et al. 
teach routing switch to output and input packets (col 5, lines 9-54.) 

Regarding claim 12, Fujisawa et al. teach the method of claim 1 . Fujisawa et al. 
teach do not specifically teach the virtualization function prior to communicating the data 
packets to a second device. However, it would have been obvious for one to send the 
data according the virtualization prior to send the data because the user need to figure 
out what data should be sent. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one who has 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have virtualization function 
prior to communicating the data packets to a second device because virtualization 
function is often used in the packet switching system and acts as awareness function 
prior sending packets. 

Regarding claim 14, Fujisawa et al. teach the steps (a) and (b). Although 
Fujisawa et al. does not specifically teach steps (a) and (b) are performed at wire 
speed, Fujisawa et al. teach the system based on ATM, which often transfer the packet 
data at wired speed. Therefore, it would have been obvious for one to transfer the 
packet data at wire speed because the system of Fujisawa et al. is a wire line 
connection based and ATM system (See Fig. 4) 
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6. Claims 13, 16-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fujisawa et al. (US Pat No. 6,785,290.), in view of Szczepanek et al. (US Pat No. 
6,621,818.) 

Regarding claim 13, Fujisawa et al. teach the steps (a) and (b) in claim 1. 
Fujisawa et al. does not teach performing those steps with buffering. However, 
Szczepanek et al. teach the buffering could be controlled depend on the sufficiency of 
the bandwidth (See col 10, lines 5-15, Szczepanek et al.) Since Szczepanek et al. 
teach receive the packet transferring in the packet data network traffic, it would have 
been obvious to one who has ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to perform classification packet without buffering because Szczepanek et al. teach if the 
bandwidth is sufficient; then, the buffering could be ignored (See col 10, lines 5-15, 
Szczepanek et al.) 

Regarding claims 16, the limitations set forth are similar to claim 13; thus, the 
same rationale and basis as applied to claim 13 are applied. 

Regarding claim 20, the scheduler, as the second device, communicates with 
data packet (see Fig. 4, Fujisawa et al.) 

Regarding claims 17-19, 21-23, the limitations set forth are similar to claims 2, 9- 
10, 12, 14-15; thus, the same rationale and basis as applied to claims 2, 9-10, 12, 14-15 
are applied. 

7. Claims 24-30, 44-49, 50-61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McKeown et al. (US Pat No. 6,647,019), in view of Fujisawa et al. 
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(US Pat No. 6,785,290.), and further in view of Szczepanek et al. (US Pat No. 
6,621,818.) 

Regarding claims 24, 44, 50, 54, Mckeown et al. teach a method for use in a 
storage network (Fig. 3, Mckeown et al.) Mckeown et al. teach receiving a plurality of 
packet by a linecard in the system and identifying the data packet on the linecard (See 
col 6, lines 64-66, Mckeown et al.) Mckeown et al. does not teach classifying the packet 
into data and non-data packet, and performing without buffering. However, Fujisawa et 
al. teach classifying the packet into data and non-data packet, forwarding non-data 
packet to CPU, forwarding data packet to scheduler for further processing (See Fig. 4, 
and col 3-4, lines 50-8.) Szczepanek et al. teach the buffering could be controlled 
depend on the sufficiency of the bandwidth (See col 10, lines 5-15, Szczepanek et al.) 
Fujisawa et al. teach the scheduler performs the classifying (See Fig. 4, Fujisawa et al.) 
and Mckeown et al. show the scheduler in the system (See Fig. 3, Mckeown et al.). In 
addition, Szczepanek et al. teach receive the packet transferring in the packet data 
network traffic, which would be implement on the packet switch system of Mckeown et 
al., in view of Mckeown et al.. Thus, it would have been obvious to one who has 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have a system includes a 
linecard in the switch to perform classifying data packet into the different processing. 

Regarding claims 25-30, the limitations set forth are similar to claims 2, 5, 8, 12, 
14-15; thus, the same rationale and basis as applied to claims 2, 5, 8, 12, 14-15 are 
applied. 
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Regarding claims 45-49, the limitations set forth are similar to claims 11,15,18, 
26-27; thus, the same rationale and basis as applied to claims 11, 15, 18, 26-27 are 
applied. 

Regarding claims 51-53, the limitations set forth are similar to claims 9-10, 26-27; 
thus, the same rationale and basis as applied to claims 9-10, 26-27are applied. 

Regarding claims 55-56, 58-61 , the limitations set forth are similar to claims 9-1 0, 
12and 14-15; thus, the same rationale and basis as applied to claims 9-10, 12, 14-15 
are applied. 

Regarding claims 57, Mckeown et al., in view of Fujisawa et al., and further in 
view of Szczepanek et al. teach the switch of claim 54. Their structure does not 
specifically the control packet is any other than TCP packet iSCSIPDU or FCP frame. 
However, the TCP and PDU packet are broadly representing almost all types of IP data 
packet. Thus, it would have been obvious to one who has ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to distinguish the control packet from TCP and PDU type 
packets because TCP and PDU type could broadly include all data packets. 
8. Claims 31, 33-38 and 62-63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McKeown et al. (US Pat No. 6,647,019), in view of Fukushima et al. 
(US Pat No. 6,292,489.), and further in view of Fujisawa et al. (US Pat No. 6,785,290.) 

Regarding claims 31 and 62, Mckeown et al. receiving a plurality of packets by a 
linecard in the storage network (See Fig. 3) and identifying the data packet on the 
linecard (See col 6, lines 64-66, Mckeown et al.) Mckeown et al. does not specifically 
teach classifying the data packet and control packet and send control packet to a CPU 
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and data packet to other processor. However, Fukushima et al. teach classifying the 
data packet and control packet (See col 9, lines 33-49, Fukushima et al.) Fujisawa et 
al. further teach sending the non-data packet, which would be control packet, to CPU 
and send data packet to other processor for further processing (See Fig. 4) Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one who has ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to perform classifying the packets into different processing because 
the receiving packet has to classify the data packet and control packet in order for 
routing the data packet to the specific destination with required service as providing in 
the control packet, and in general the control packet is not sent to the destination 
because it only manage the class of packet, such as quality of service. 

Regarding claims 33-38, 63, the limitations set forth are similar to claims 10-11, 
26-27, 29-30; thus, the same rationale and basis as applied to claims 10-11, 26-27, 29- 
30 are applied. 

9. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McKeown et al. (US Pat No. 6,647,019), in view of Fukushima et al. (US Pat No. 
6,292,489.), in view of Fujisawa et al. (US Pat No. 6,785,290.), and further in view of 
Szczepanek et al. (US Pat No. 6,621,818.) 

Regarding claims 32, Mckeown et al., in view of Fukushima et al., in view of 
Fujisawa et al. teach the method of claim 31. Their structure do not teach the system 
without buffering; however, Szczepanek et al. teach the buffering could be controlled 
depend on the sufficiency of the bandwidth (See col 10, lines 5-15, Szczepanek et al.) 
Since Szczepanek et al. teach receive the packet transferring in the packet data 
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network traffic, it would have been obvious to one who has ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to perform classification packet without buffering because 
Szczepanek et al. teach if the bandwidth is sufficient; then, the buffering could be 
ignored (See col 10, lines 5-15, Szczepanek et al.) 

Allowable Subject Matter 
1 0. Claims 39-43 are allowed. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: The prior art fail to 
teach determining if the packet is a TCP packet or an FC frame and if the packet is for 
an established connection; if the packet is for an established connection and is a TCP 
packet, determining if the packet includes an iSCSI PDU ; if the packet includes an 
iSCSI PDU, determining if the PDU is a data moving PDU; if the packet is for an 
established connection and is an FC frame, determining if the frame is a data moving 
frame; if the packet is a data moving PDU or a data moving frame, then classifying the 
packet as a data packet, otherwise classifying the packet as a control packet recited in 
claim 39. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan Liou whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8136. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00AM - 5:00PM Mon-Fri. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ricky Ngo can be reached on 571-272-3139. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Jonathan Liou 3/20/2006 




RICKY Q. NGO ~- 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



